Mr. Haynes Johnson, newsroom 
The Washington Post 
1150 15 ^t., UW 
Washington, D.C. 20071 

Dear Mr, Johnson, 



0/10/91 



"Ciinolot" as you use it in today's Outlook piece is a fiction, attractive to those 
who use it, whether from its attractiveness or from their lac,: of knowledge, but it is 
not based on lact. I have wlxut X believe is substantial evidence tliat despite - really 
contrary to„ita widespread use most .uaericaitfdo not think of J©C as arthur or of his 



administration us Camelot* 

Although it lias never been easy for those who r«.-ad about my work to write no, those 
citing it with a single exception hot giving qy address, I've gotten at lwqst 20, OCX; un- 
solicitetjio ttera fron stv-angers interested in the assassination. They include expressions 
of enotion and respect i-jid apj*ro\4fc but I can^ recall a single letter reflecting tliis 
Camelot nonsense* 



Duri^; the late 19b0s and oarly 1970s I made innumorublo collegiate appearances and 
I can t recall a single Camelot belief in any of tho many expressed reactions to the nan, 
to liis Presidency or to hia assassination* 

I hour frau people who were ini ants or snail children when he was assassinated, from 
those who had not been bom, but never in any Camelot sense. 

-ou get close to it in tho last tliird of your article, rather in port of that third, 
where you quote Bradlee. Bradleg as quoted refers only to JFK's "promise." The people saw 
more than mere promise. They saw^a President they came to love and respect, one they believed 
had a genuine interest in them and their lives* 

How many presidents do you remember of whom this can be said? 

They believod ho did not lie to them. How often did he? How does this compare with 
the records of other presidents of your lifetime? 

l>o you and the Cradle#* really regard what he did begiiuiing in October, 1%2 and 
what he then continued with mere "proftiSe?" I believe the people had and have a bet- 
ter gut understanding despite the extensive revisionism of wliich I regret very much you 
are now purt. 



Aj*giJpably it is not uni air to judge a president's personal conduct by standards we do 

.4 l'"* 

not apply to ourselves, ^it remains a luct that wise or not there was no harm to the nation 
from JFK's. Or Cleveland's or FDR's or Eisenhower's or tliat of others in high position, I 
think tliat because there was no harm from it, it is wrong to judge him by it when there is 
so much by wliich he con be judged. (I have some personal knowledge ef-±t from one of liis 
woman friends whose guest I was and with whom I had long conversations about him and them.) 

One of the many problons those of you who write such articles face is the dependabil- 
ity of your sources. I am disap’iointed in your r^aises of and endorsements of two wretchedly 



>• 



\Y 

tad o„ , leeves Be3chlo8s . <*. <Uoap ,„i„tae„ t 00 „, f „„ your fallm t0 w your 

icel i acuities, tath ere biased and dishonest. If yes ,„d es c & a reonU.stion of 

” 2 7 Th ° ^ ^ " 8 ‘" - 1 *“ 1 «“ — i-ived «». Beschloss 

lyl “ e '^“ ”” U ’ re4 tta »* «*•« ■» ..rite, .best end having 

and refe/Z 2t’7T° M ““ Pl °‘ 3 *° C " W ' “* and touard the 

Zl '22 i d ! ‘ t0 *“-> - If *n -abb the 

proof I 11 bo tjlad to send it to you from the CIA records I have. 

Perliape your .cue. was Heins' Houee Select ft-dtta. on Accalctic. teattacy. 
and ouch of his other testinnn, .as self-service and false, not infrequently perjur- 

~ : 2 ” C "““‘ Ji3 *“ ” Ch !"*•*• “"If “it" presidential author 

ny. C.L, , fi, records in thin natter lea,, i, without question that neither JK nor 
Hebert even had knowledge .f „* before they »,re .speed, ta , ho ^ uhich ^ 

cane was involved knowledge wea restricted to only sir high officials of the CIA itself 

.side fro. referring tsJK.. as.aeein when he essn't and encoucging your truit- 
ing reader, rush out and get two becks obviously designed to destroy hi. reputation and 
his record - and their faith in „* love of the c - „ha, evaluation of the. President 
an hi. administration do you give your readers? I recall «othing „f substance. 

Is Willy Smith roally relevant? Id Camelot? 

1.. a sense lost in you* article, if not in your thinking, dene# i. tacts* so often 
giving in October 1*2 Jilt »,, Merlin end he did ttecber the future." His public 
recofc is clear on this, in his speeches, HA. gnerican Ker.i*. end in hie accoc 

P shoents, like the first of the effort, to defuse th, world, the United test-ban agree 
ment. *ou should be. able to remember some if you try . 

oma back to !UU in our recent history, how many have wo had in liigh office, parti- 
cularly aa Presents, the people have or feel they have any' reason to love and respect, 
eaders they ha£ any reason to believe cared for them and their welfare? Can you think of 
one not only more than - other than JFK of whom this is true? 

Particularly because of the current national distress that increases daily 1 am so 
S0ITy tllat by fiction3 » ^truths and irrelevanoies you have undertaken to destroy some of 
the love and respect the people had for a man who did care for them and their future and 
who did have real accomplishments, not only "promise.'' 

V/' 



Sincprely, . / 

rltlO 



Harold We is berg 
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